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Abstract: Green infrastructure (GI) is a nature-based solution that encompasses all actions that rely
on ecosystems and the services they provide to respond to various societal challenges such as climate
change, food security or disaster risk. The objective of this work is to analyze the state of the art and
latest trends in research on GI related to the water cycle for the period 2002–2019. For this purpose,
a bibliometric study is carried out taking as reference the two most important scientific databases,
Web of Science (WoS) and Scopus. The results show that, as of 2013, there is an exponential increase
in the number of publications. This is due to the fact that significant regions of the planet, such as
Europe, have adopted strategies aimed at promoting the use of GI since 2013. The keyword analysis
points out that ecosystem services is the most relevant concept, which shows the capacity of these
infrastructures to facilitate multiple goods and services related to the water cycle. New lines of
research are opened up which are based on the analysis of other elements of GI related to water, such
as groundwater.
Keywords: green infrastructure; water resources; environmental services; sustainability; nature-based
solutions; bibliometric analysis
1. Introduction
Water is an element of nature that is essential for human health, well-being and development, as
well as for the conservation of the planet’s ecosystems and natural habitats [1–3]. In July 2010, the
United Nations General Assembly recognized its importance, establishing that every human being has
the right to between 50 and 100 liters of safe and affordable water per person per day, and that access
should be within 1000 meters or a maximum of half an hour from home [4].
However, the extensive urbanization and the accelerated change in land uses that are taking
place in different regions of the world are causing the over-exploitation and degradation of natural
ecosystems, especially those related to the water cycle, such as rivers, aquifers or wetlands [5,6]. In this
regard, it should be emphasized that agriculture currently represents about 70% of global freshwater
use [7]. This damage and over-exploitation of water resources produces a series of environmental
conditions such as the decrease in rainwater infiltration and aquifer recharge, the widespread loss of
water quality, and an increase in the problems derived from floods and torrential rains [6,8]. The gradual
deterioration of water resources together with the continued increase in worldwide consumption,
1% per year since the 1980s [9], has resulted in more than two billion people living in water-scarce
countries; four billion people suffering from severe water shortages for at least one month a year; three
out of ten people in the world without access to safe drinking water; and six out of ten people not
having access to safe sanitation services [9–11]. Both the decrease in freshwater resources by 40%
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and the increase in the world population for 2030, as foreseen by the United Nations World Water
Assessment Programme (WWAP) [12] could generate a world water crisis.
If we add to this situation the potential expected effects of climate change, such as increases in
catastrophic storms and long periods of drought, we can affirm that in the near future and in many
regions the security and sustainability of water for local populations is at risk [6–8,13]. There are
climate models that predict that by 2050 an increase of 1.5 ◦C in the average global temperature of
the planet could cause drought and habitat degradation that would make life difficult for 178 million
people around the world, while the effect on the population of an increase of between 2 ◦C and 3 ◦C
would be significantly higher, affecting between 220 and 277 million people, respectively [7].On the
other hand, the number of people at risk of flooding is expected to increase from 1.2 billion today to
1.6 billion in 2050 (about 20% of the world´s population), which will cause the economic value of assets
at risk to be about $45 trillion by 2050, a growth of more than 340% compared to 2010 [14].
In view of this scenario of climate change, demographic growth, increased urbanization rates and
intensification of pollution, and degradation of water resources, it is essential and urgent that different
countries and regions promote the implementation of measures that help transform the way water is
managed. To respond to these great challenges, the different regions of the world can adopt, on the
one hand, engineering or technological strategies; and/or, on the other hand, an alternative approach
based on comprehensively managing natural and social systems in order to increase the benefits that
nature provides for both human well-being, health and development [15]. In the latter case, this refers
to Nature-based Solutions (NbS), a concept defined by the International Union for Conservation of
Nature (IUCN) that "encompasses all actions that rely on ecosystems and the services they provide, to
respond to various societal challenges such as climate change, food security or disaster risk” [16].
For too long human-made infrastructure, so-called gray infrastructure, has been used to solve
water problems. Consequently, NbS which focus their attention on GI based on using natural and
semi-natural areas to provide alternative water resource management have been neglected [17,18].
The great attraction of GI lies in the fact that it offers important environmental services related to
water from three fundamental perspectives: smart growth, climate change adaptation, and health and
wellbeing (Figure 1).
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Despite the fact that the term GI has recently become popularized, there is no universally accepted
definition, as it is applied at different scales, for different issues, by different actors, including public
managers, researchers and the general public [19].
Consequently, GI is defined by researchers in different ways (see Table 1), although there is general
agreement that this term is multi-functional and delivers both ecological and social benefits [20].
Although water issues are usually included in the various definitions of GI, when processes and
components related to water and aquatic systems become particularly relevant to the solution of
management problems, some authors use the term Blue Infrastructures as an alternative approach to
GI [21]. Within the framework of this concept, water bodies (lakes, lagoons, marshes, swamps), rivers,
streams, springs and coastal ecosystems would be included.
Table 1. Definitions of GI.
Author Definition
[22]
“Green infrastructure is an engineered intervention that uses vegetation, soils, and natural
processes to manage water and create healthier built environments for people and the
natural resources that sustain them. GI can range in scale from small-scale technologies
such as rain gardens and green roofs to regional planning strategies targeting conservation
or restoration of natural landscapes and watersheds. GI approaches may be interconnected
with existing and planned grey infrastructure networks to create sustainable infrastructure
that can enhance community resilience to disasters and climate change as a result of
increased water retention and groundwater recharge, flood mitigation, erosion control,
shoreline stabilization, combatting urban heat island effect, improving water quality,
conserving energy for buildings.”
[23] Urban GI relates to a planning approach aimed at developing networks of green and bluespaces in urban areas to deliver a wide range of ecosystem services.
[24]
A strategically planned network of natural and semi-natural areas with other
environmental features designed and managed to deliver a wide range of ecosystem
services in both rural and urban settings.
The European Commission’s definition of green infrastructure also incorporates "blue
spaces" in reference to aquatic ecosystems, including coastal and marine ecosystems.
[25]
Green infrastructure is the network of natural and semi-natural areas, features and green
spaces in rural and urban, terrestrial, freshwater, coastal and marine areas, which together
enhance ecosystem health and resilience, contribute to biodiversity conservation and
benefit human populations through the maintenance and enhancement of ecosystem
services. Green infrastructure can be strengthened through strategic and coordinated
initiatives that focus on maintaining, restoring, improving and connecting existing areas
and features as well as creating new areas and features.
[26]
Green infrastructure is an approach to wet weather management that uses soils and
vegetation to utilize, enhance and/or mimic the natural hydrologic cycle processes of
infiltration, evapo-transpiration and reuse.
[27] All natural, semi-natural and artificial networks of multifunctional ecological systemswithin, around and between urban areas, at all spatial scales.
[28]
Green infrastructure is a concept that is principally structured by a hybrid
hydrological/drainage network, complementing and linking relict green areas with built
infrastructure that provides ecological functions.
[29]
An interconnected network of natural areas and other open spaces that conserves natural
ecosystem values and functions, sustains clean air and water, and provides a wide array of
benefits to people and wildlife.
[30]
Green infrastructure comprises the provision of planned networks of linked
multifunctional green spaces that contribute to protecting natural habitats and biodiversity,
enable response to climate change and other biosphere changes, enable more sustainable
and healthy lifestyles, enhance urban livability and wellbeing, improve the accessibility of
key recreational and green assets, support the urban and rural economy and assist in the
better long-term planning and management of green spaces and corridors.




The abundance and distribution of natural features in the landscape like forests, wetlands,
and streams. Just as built infrastructure like roads and utilities is necessary for modern
societies, green infrastructure provides the ecosystem services that are equally necessary
for our well-being.
[32]
Our nation’s natural life support system - an interconnected network of protected land and
water that supports native species, maintains natural ecological processes, sustains sir and
water resources and contributes to the health and quality of life for America’s communities
and people.
[33] An interconnected network of green space that conserves natural ecosystem values andfunctions and provides associated benefits to human populations.
Source: Own elaboration.
Investment in GI is based on the logic that it will always be more profitable to invest in NbS than
to replace these environmental services with human technological solutions [34]. The development and
conservation of a region´s GI is considered a sound strategy for nature, the economy and employment
with a series of advantages [21,35–37], among which the following are worth noting (Figure 2):
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hand, investments in the conservation and improvement of the forests of receiving basins, in addition
to improving the filtration and natural recharge of aquifers, also have other advantages, including help
in controlling erosion, generating greater carbon sequestration, improving habitats and creating new
recreational opportunities for the population. However, for this to happen, the ecosystem must be
healthy [35,37,38].
This multifunctionality of the GIs, which allows synergy and compensation between different
environmental services, not only includes ecological aspects, but also includes important social
aspects, especially in urban areas, which are important to identify, such as sustainable development,
environmental justice and social cohesion [39,40].
Ability to adapt to different territorial scales. Unlike gray infrastructure, which normally operates
locally, GI is close to a fractal structure, with elements ranging from the continental scale (for example,
a large transnational mountain range that functions as an ecological corridor), to elements of smaller
dimensions with value for the provision of environmental services at the local or urban level (for example,
a wetland, which is responsible for purifying water and protecting against possible floods).
In this sense, if the interactions between ecological processes and human activities taking place at
the local scale in the GIs of urban landscapes and socio-ecological systems are properly planned and
managed, GIs will contribute to the conservation of biodiversity, the improvement of environmental
quality, the reduction of the ecological footprint of urban environments, the adaptation of cities to
climate change, social cohesion through the provision of spaces for social interaction, the alleviation of
stress and fatigue and the promotion of volunteerism [27,41–43].
GI is configured as a very effective management tool, since from this approach alternatives can be
proposed at different territorial levels.
Despite these advantages of GI, this type of action is frequently neglected by managers when
making decisions or planning investments. This is largely due to the fact that, unlike what happens
in gray infrastructure, the evidence of the benefits of GI is more difficult to quantify than the costs
associated with its implementation [24]. In general, this type of action requires more time for the
results to be visible and it is difficult to assess their contribution in market terms. A reason for this is
that in most of the territories there are gaps regarding the availability of historical data and economic
valuation tools for environmental services [38]. Despite this, studies carried out to date in different
areas worldwide show greater profitability in the alternatives proposed from the GI approach than
those proposed from the perspective of gray infrastructure [37]. There is also scientific evidence that the
gradual loss or degradation of the GIs that exist in or around urban areas causes long-term economic
losses and affects the social and cultural values of cities [44]. Furthermore, epidemiological studies
show a positive relationship between longevity, health and access to elements of urban GIs [45,46].
Although it is considered to be in the early stages of development, various studies have shown
the effectiveness and benefits of using GI for stormwater management, improving water quality, or
retaining runoff [6,47,48]. Regarding water resources, GI is presented as an important instrument
for achieving and maintaining the health of aquatic ecosystems and offers multiple benefits related
to increasing the availability of water for different uses, water purification, and conservation and
protection of aquatic biodiversity, as well as for the adaptation and mitigation of the effects of climate
change, such as floods, torrential rains or long periods of drought [49].
On the other hand, in the scientific field, the number of publications focused on environmental
services provided by natural ecosystems has increased considerably in the last three decades. Countries
in Europe and North America have been the first to delve deeply and investigate these issues. Although
it started publishing later, China has also rapidly promoted this line of research [6,50,51].
For the above reasons, it is of great interest to understand the evolution of the publications that
relate to these two concepts, GI and the water cycle, as well as the main areas of knowledge in which
they have been developed. The knowledge generated by these studies is a very useful tool for the
environmental policy agenda. The aim of this bibliometric study is to analyze the evolution of the
scientific literature related to GI and the water cycle, that is, not only to analyze the current state of
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research on this specific topic but also identify trends and future lines of research. Bibliometric analysis
permits the researcher to evaluate developments in knowledge on a specific subject and assesses the
scientific influence of researchers and sources [52]. There are already systematic reviews of the literature
based on GI [53] or related to a specific type of GI, such as greenways [54], meta-analysis [55] and
other type of literature reviews [27]. There are, as well, bibliometric analyses about water quality [56],
conservation [57–59] or irrigation [60]. However, to the best of our knowledge, there are no studies in
the specialized literature that link the concepts of GI and water from a bibliometric perspective. In fact,
the main contribution of this work is that it presents the current state of knowledge about GI that
serves as a basis for the study, design and implementation of new water management models for both
scientists and policy-makers.
2. Materials and Methods
In order to analyze the link between GI and water, a bibliometric analysis has been performed.
It is a method that mixes statistical and mathematical techniques to analyze research results [61,62],
which is widely accepted by leading research institutions [63]. According to the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) [64], it is defined as "the statistical analysis of
books, articles, or other publications to measure the output of individuals/research teams, institutions,
and countries, to identify national and international networks, and to map the development of new
(multi-disciplinary) fields of science and technology". This work also uses the h-index to explain the
performance or production of a research work. This is defined as the number "x" of articles with a total
number of citations ≥ "x", so that those articles have been cited at least "x" times [65].
A series of steps have been followed in the bibliometric analysis (Figure 3). First, the search
criteria, the keywords and the study period were defined. In this article, we have chosen to use the
words "green infrastructure” and “water”. These terms have been selected in order to obtain the most
consistent results in relation to the central theme of this study, that is, a scientific mapping which
demonstrates the importance of GI for the sustainable management of water resources. Scopus and
Web od Science (WoS) were the databases selected to perform the analysis, since they are the two most
relevant data sources given the rigorous protocol to which they adhere that ensures that the articles
they include have a high level of quality [66]. The period analyzed runs from the year in which the
first article on this subject is registered in each database (2002 in the case of WoS and 2005 in the case of
Scopus) until 2019.
With regards to articles, books, conference proceedings and other research documents included in
the main collection of WoS and Scopus, the number of documents added up to 891 and 1249 publications,
respectively (Table 2). Similarly to the selection of the databases mentioned above, both results have
been filtered to only include articles, thus guaranteeing the quality of the research, as these types of
documents must undergo a process of review (thus excluding proceedings, reviews, books and book
chapters). Furthermore, by type of document, research articles represent a high percentage of the
distribution of the scientific contribution. Therefore, the exclusive analysis of articles reflects the state
of the art of the importance of GI in water management. Finally, the main results were codified and
analyzed, identifying common and divergent elements between both databases with respect to the
fields of GI and water.
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3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Number of Publications per Year
Research on GI and water began in the 21st century in both databases, which shows that the
term is relatively novel, and is now being widely discussed among scientific circles. Specifically,
the firs article registered in the WoS database corresponds to the study by Marsalek & Chocat [67]
entitled “International report: Stormwater management” in which stormwater management is analyzed
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through expert surveys. However, in Scopus, the first work identified is that of Scholl & Schwartz [68]
entitled “Making your resources count”, in which they analyze the importance of natural resources for
economies based on activities in the service sector (Table 3).
Table 3. Annual Distribution of Publications.
WoS Scopus
Year A TC TC/A H-Index A TC TC/A H-Index
2002 1 63 63 1 - - - -
2005 - - - - 1 1 1 1
2007 1 11 11 1 3 17 5.67 1
2008 3 276 92 3 5 348 69.6 4
2009 4 118 29.5 4 3 52 17.33 2
2010 8 247 30.9 5 12 284 23.67 6
2011 8 503 62.9 5 8 295 36.87 5
2012 16 331 20.7 9 13 305 23.46 8
2013 37 1541 41.6 20 39 1336 34.26 22
2014 33 630 19.1 15 39 691 17.72 17
2015 50 721 14.4 16 54 1208 22.37 19
2016 77 1138 14.8 21 84 1500 17.86 24
2017 122 1388 11.4 19 97 1528 15.75 20
2018 154 896 5.82 14 148 972 6.57 14
2019 173 282 1.63 7 161 261 1.62 8
Source: Own elaboration with Web of Science and Scopus data (2019). Notes: Y: Year; A: Articles; TC: Total Cites;
H: H-index.
Since the publication of these studies, the number of articles has increased steadily and regularly
over time. Until 2016, Scopus generally includes a higher number of articles (except in 2009, 2011 and
2012) than WoS. From this point on, this trend is reversed with WoS registering the largest number of
articles in this area (Figure 4). In addition, it is observed that from 2013 there is an exponential increase
in the number of publications in both databases. More precisely, it is in 2013 when, in different regions
such as Europe, strategies are adopted aimed at promoting the use of GI [49] by recognizing that it is
one of the main tools for addressing threats to biodiversity and for developing NbS. In addition, trends
indicate that the number of publications on GI and water cycle is growing steadily, particularly over
the last three years in both databases.
In contrast, the evolution in the number of citations does not present as regular a trend as the
number of articles (Figure 5). Throughout the study period, several ups and downs are observed, also
reaching the maximum value in 2013 in both databases for the same reason discussed above in the case
of the number of publications.
Likewise, the most cited articles (Table 4) correspond to the studies by Gomez-Baggethun & Barton [69],
with 483 citations, who value ecosystem restoration and conservation services when configuring urban
planning; and Pataki et al. [70] with 386 citations, who follow the previous theme with regards to the
incorporation of green solutions. These articles are followed by the studies by Barthel & Isendahl [71],
with 143 citations, in which the influence of urban gardens, agriculture and water management on
long-term agri-food security is analyzed; that of Coutts et al. [72], with 130 citations, where the existing
literature is reviewed in order to demonstrate the potential of water-sensitive urban design to help
improve thermal comfort in urban areas; and that of Lee et al. [73], also with 130 citations, who
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study the integrated rainwater analysis and treatment system developed by the US Environmental
Protection Agency.
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3.2. Distribution by Kn wledge Area
There is a certain degree of diversity in the distribution by areas of knowledge, the most common
being those related to environmental sciences, social sciences, engineering and ecology, among others
(Table 5). This result c nfirms that the term GI is a broad and interdisciplinary concept, capable of
responding to both small and large-scale geographical issues, and by both public manag s, r earchers
and the general public [19]. In this sense, the literature review [27] on the relationships between the
concepts of GI, ecosystem health, and human health and well-being already underlined the importance
of the multidisciplinary character of this term, as well as the framework in which it must be analyzed.
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Table 4. Ten most productive articles.
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Table 5. Distribution by Knowledge Area.
Research Areas WoS Articles Research Areas Scopus Articles
Environmental Sciences 404 Environmental Sciences 552
Water Resources 205 Social Sciences 200
Ecology 101 Agricultural andBiological Sciences 128
Engineering 99 Engineering 105
Source: Own elaboration with Web of Science and Scopus data (2019).
3.3. Distribution by Institution
The US Environmental Protection Agency is the institution with the largest number of articles
published in both databases. In WoS, the second and third position is occupied by the University of
California System and the State University System of Florida, while in Scopus, these positions are
occupied by Villanova University and Chinese Academy of Sciences (Table 6). The majority of the
most influential institutions in this field of research are located in the United States, followed by China.
Table 6. Distribution of Articles by Institution.
Institution
Articles Total Cites TC/A. H-Index
W S W S W S W S
US Environmental Protection Agency 44 41 732 1138 16.64 27.76 15 16
University of California System 22 - 588 - 26.73 - 8 -
State University System of Florida 21 9 595 269 28.33 29.89 8 6
Drexel University 18 12 319 348 17.72 29 5 6
US Department of Agriculture 17 3 504 3 29.65 1 7 1
Villanova University 17 16 261 325 15.35 20.31 8 10
Chinese Academy of Sciences 16 17 251 305 15.69 17.94 9 10
Source: Own elaboration with Web of Science and Scopus data (2019). Notes: W: WoS; S: Scopus.
The US Environmental Protection Agency is an organization dedicated to protecting the
environment and human health. The University of California System is one of the most relevant
institutions of higher education in the world, being made up of ten branches throughout the state.
It stands out for its training and research work in biotechnology, computer science, environmental
science, art and architecture.On the other hand, the State University System of Florida is a system
of higher education centers that stands out in areas such as environmental science, engineering and
economics and business. For its part, Villanova University is an American training and research center
that stands out for its academic offering in areas such as law and economics and business. Finally,
the Chinese Academy of Science is an institution that stands out for its contribution to the field of
environmental protection and human health.
3.4. Distribution by Author
The distribution by authors shows that the largest number of documents published on this subject
are by Montalto & Garg (each with 11 articles) in WoS, and Shuster (with 16 articles) in Scopus; these
authors are followed by researchers such as Borst (Table 7). These authors have furthered their research
career in this branch of knowledge in the second decade of the 21st century. Montalto’s most cited
article, “A rainwater harvesting system reliability model based on nonparametric stochastic rainfall
generator” [75] (102 citations), assesses the viability of rainwater for residential uses through a rainwater
harvesting model. Shuster presents as his most cited article “The role of trees in urban stormwater
Water 2020, 12, 1760 12 of 25
management” [79] (83 citations). This article is in line with the previously mentioned article by Montalto
and analyzes the role of trees in stormwater management. Garg’s most cited work is titled “A new
computational approach for estimation of wilting point for green infrastructure” [80] (51 citations),
which proposes the development of a wilting point model based on the optimization approach of
genetic programming in plant transpiration processes. Finally, Borst’s most cited article, “Evaluation
of Surface Infiltration Testing Procedures in Permeable Pavement Systems” [81] (25 citations), analyzes
which surfaces are the most suitable for developing permeable pavements.
Table 7. Distribution by Author.
Authors
Articles Total Cites TC/A. H-Index 1st
Article
Last
ArticleW S W S W S W S
Garg, A. 11 8 130 45 11.82 5.63 6 4 2017 2019
Montalto, F. 11 12 217 348 19.73 29 5 6 2010 2019
Borst, M. 10 10 98 137 9.8 13.7 6 7 2013 2019
Shuster, W.D. 9 16 118 722 13.11 45.13 6 10 2012 2019
Brown, R.A. 8 8 90 126 11.25 15.75 5 6 2013 2016
Engel, B.A. 8 4 83 78 10.38 19.5 5 4 2016 2019
Liu, Y.Z. 8 4 83 78 10.38 19.5 5 4 2016 2019
Deletic, A. 7 6 99 95 14.14 15.83 5 5 2017 2018
Gadi, V.K. 7 6 40 23 5.71 3.83 3 3 2017 2019
Traver, R.G. 7 8 161 259 23 32.38 6 7 2008 2019
Notes: W: WoS; S: Scopus. Source: Own elaboration with Web of Science and Scopus data (2019).
If the results are analyzed from the perspective of collaboration between authors, and taking into
account those authors who have published a minimum of five research articles and 65 citations per
document [82], it is observed that only six meet this condition (Figure 6). These are distributed in
three clusters, Lee, J.G. and Shuster, W.D. being the most influential in terms of citations received and
documents published.
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3.5. Distribution by Journal
The distribution by journals shows that, in WoS, Sustainability has published the largest number
of articles (33 articles) on GI and water, while in Scopus, the journal Water leads this ranking with
32 articles (Figure 7). The first of these journals, Sustainability promotes research in the environmental,
social, cultural and economic sustainability of human beings, focusing on areas such as climate change,
sustainable education or the creation of sustainability assessment tools.On the other hand, the journal
Water focuses on water technology, governance and management. For example, it covers topics such as
hydrology, water scarcity and flood risk. Therefore, the common ground of these journals is the concept
of sustainability of water resources through GI as one of the fundamental aspects in managing the
current situation of progressive climate change. They are followed in the ranking, in the case of WoS, by
Science of the Total Environment, Landscape and Urban Planning and Urban Forestry & Urban Greening. In the
case of Scopus, the following journals can be highlighted: Science of the Total Environment, Ecological
Engineering and Journal of Environmental Management. In fact, if these data are supplemented with
Table 4, it can be seen that Science of the Total Environment also includes one of the most frequently cited
articles. It must be emphasized that the journals that publish the greatest number of articles on the
importance of water in the operation of the GI are indexed in the first two quartiles of both databases, a
guarantee of the quality of their editorial production. Furthermore, the journals previously mentioned
in this section are also considered to be the most influential in terms of citations (Figure 8).Water 2020, 12, x 14 of 26 
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3.6. Distribution by Country and Language
The distribution by country shows that the United States, China, the United Kingdom and
Australia are the most relevant countries in terms of publications in this scientific field, both in
WoS and Scopus (Figure 9). They are followed by Italy, Germany and Canada, coinciding with the
results obtained in the distribution by institutions. However, when adjusting the results according to
population of each country, it is noted that Denmark and Australia are the most productive countries
(Figure 10). As expected, the results of the distribution of articles by language confirm those obtained
on the distribution by institutions, with English being the most predominant language, far above
the rest.
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3.7. Analysis of Keywords and Latest Trends
In the analysis of the keywords, in the whole period from 2002 to 2019, the most prevalent concept
in this type of research related to the importance of water in GI corresponds to that of ecosystem services
(Table 8), which is defined as the conditions and processes in those ecosystems that generate and
support human life [83].
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Figure 10. Distribution by Country adjusted by population. Note: The countries colored in blue are
those with published articles. The da ker t e shade of that color, the g eat r the numbe of articles
published. Source: Own elaboration with Web of Sci nce and Scopus data (2019).
Gomez-Baggethun & Barton [69] indicate the suitability of the GI in the operation of ecosystem
services to improve resilience and quality of life in urban cities, also mentioning the great socio-economic
losses that would occur in the absence of ecosystems. Along these same lines, La Rosa & Privitera [84]
propose the use of undeveloped areas as places of empowerment of ecosystem services through GI
against a process of extensive and indiscriminate urbanization. Furthermore, Voskamp & Van de Ven [85]
reinforce the role of ecosystem services as softeners of extreme weather conditions in urban environments,
emphasizing the management of GI. Taken together, the importance of the concept of ecosystem services
seems to demonstrate that the scientific community, within the wide range of existing definitions of
this term, accepts to a greater extent those approaches that consider GI as a natural network of green
and blue spaces that provides a wide variety of environmental services that contribute to human
development and well-being [24,25,31].
In terms of most prevalent keywords, the above is followed in the ranking by the concept of
management, more specifically, stormwater management. Keeley et al. [86] propose the use of GI to
achieve the stormwater management objectives of urban revitalization and economic recovery. Part of
the process of stormwater management, an effective and efficient way to reduce flood risks in urban
areas, is the use of trees as GI [79]. Closely related to the concept of stormwater management is that of
Low Impact Development (LID), which consists of the use of GI in stormwater management processes in
order to improve water quality [87]. Along with these terms there are also others of a more generic
nature such as runoff, performance, urban and quality.
Nevertheless, it should be noted that climate change and sustainability are among the most widely
used terms in the specialized literature, which shows the growing interest of the research community
in planning GI solutions to guarantee sustainability in the global context of climate change. In fact,
taking a look at the distribution based on Keywords Plus, climate change is the second most used.
Therefore, from this perspective it is understood that the scientific community sees the use of GI as a
tool or strategy to adapt spaces (especially those of an urban nature) to the new conditions imposed by
climate change in order to mitigate its harmful effects [20].
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Table 8. Most used keywords.
2002–2019 2002–2013 2014–2019
Keywords A % Keywords A % Keywords A %
Green infrastructure 382 12.37 Green infrastructure 39 7.69 Green infrastructure 343 11.95
Ecosystem services 115 3.72 Water 10 1.97 Ecosystem services 109 3.80
Management 97 3.14 Stormwater management 9 1.78 Management 92 3.20
Stormwater management 87 2.82 Climate change 8 1.58 Runoff 78 2.72
Runoff 84 2.72 Energy 8 1.58 Stormwater management 78 2.72
Water 84 2.72 Low impact development 8 1.58 Water 75 2.61
Climate change 74 2.40 Runoff 8 1.58 Performance 69 2.40
Performance 74 2.40 Stormwater 7 1.38 Stormwater 66 2.30
Stormwater 73 2.36 Sustainability 7 1.38 Climate change 65 2.26
Low impact development 67 2.17 Biodiversity 6 1.18 Low impact development 59 2.06
Urban 62 2.01 Reuse 6 1.18 Urban 58 2.02
Urbanization 52 1.68 Ecosystem services 5 0.99 Urbanization 48 1.67
Quality 50 1.62 Management 5 0.99 Quality 47 1.64
Sustainability 48 1.55 Performance 5 0.99 Systems 46 1.60
Systems 48 1.55 Vegetation 5 0.99 Impact 43 1.50
Impact 46 1.49 Water reuse 5 0.99 Sustainability 42 1.46
Cities 45 1.46 City 4 0.79 Bioretention 41 1.43
Bioretention 44 1.42 Climate 4 0.79 Cities 41 1.43
Design 44 1.42 Design 4 0.79 Design 40 1.39
Biodiversity 43 1.39 Hydrology 4 0.79 Model 40 1.39
Source: Own elaboration with Web of Science and Scopus data (2019).
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The evolution of the number of published articles represented in Figure 4 shows that the year
2013 is the turning point from which the number of publications in which GI is related to the water
cycle increases. A comparison of the most commonly used keywords before and after that year
shows that, in the first subperiod (2002–2013), the relationship between both concepts materialized in
terms such as stormwater management, climate-change or energy, among others. Therefore, in this
first period the focus of the scientific community seems to be on terms related to new approaches to
engineering, urbanism and land use planning to achieve a better integration between the urbanized
space and the natural environment in terms of reducing and controlling the amount and energy of
rainwater and better adapting to the phenomena of Climate Change. In the second period, when
the number of publications is increasing, the concept covers a wider field of action and the key term
ecosystem services gains special relevance. This fact shows that, during this period, the concept covers
a wider spectrum of scales, and the multifunctionality of GIs as a source of a wide variety of key
environmental services for human well-being and as a tool for solving environmental problems through
nature-based solutions takes on special relevance.On the other hand, it is in this period when in a
great number of institutions globally the concept is assumed as a central element in their strategies of
nature conservation, adaptation to Climate Change and urban sustainability.
Similarly to earlier comments on the analysis of Keywords Plus, despite the fact that climate-change
and sustainability have fallen in the ranking of the most used keywords before and after the turning
point year, the percentage in relation to the total number of keywords used is higher, which is in line
with the previous reflection on a trend towards the search for strategies against climate change based
on sustainable GI solutions.
However, at the beginning of the study period it was observed that neither green infrastructures
nor water were found in the key words of the works published in the 2002–2005 period (Figure 11),
and they were only mentioned in the concept of sustainability and best management practices (BMPs).
Furthermore, Figure 12 represents a cluster analysis of all keywords in specific time periods, in
this case by yearly intervals from 2013 (the moment at which the great increase in the number of
publications occurs, as shown in Figure 4) to 2019. Hence, as can be seen in purple, the most frequently
used in 2013 are green infrastructure, stormwater management/runoff, urban, hydrology, health and benefits.
Thus, it is detected that, at the beginning of the period analyzed, one of the key aspects of GI is the
management of rainwater for the benefit of the well-being of cities. In subsequent years, shown in green
or greenish-yellow, new terms such as sustainability, rainwater harvesting, ecological design, water
quality or microclimate begin to appear. Finally, in yellow, the most recent terms represent aspects
such as air quality, urban trees, nature based solutions, adaptation or urban stormwater. In light of
this, an evolution of the relationship between GI and water is made apparent which, starting from the
concern for stormwater management, has reached a stage in which scientific awareness has increased
in adapting urban environments to the requirements of environmental sustainability through natural
solutions that not only improve the well-being of society and the quality of water, but also of the air.
In addition, a cluster analysis of the distribution of the keywords by topic is performed and the
result shows a classification into five main groups, differentiated by color (Figure 13). The first cluster,
shown in blue (both light and darker blue) refers to the relationship of GI with the collection and
increase of water availability, and what tools can be articulated to carry out this task. A second cluster,
shown in yellow, represents those concepts referring to the environmental quality of urban spaces that
are related to GI. The red cluster revolves around concepts related to ecology, environmental services,
and climate change adaptation and mitigation policies, which could be grouped within NbS. The green
cluster revolves around the concept of rainwater and management of this source, as well as in the
elements that enhance pavement permeability. Finally, the group in purple represents the concept of
sustainability, linked to efficiency in the management of groundwater and reservoirs.
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Figure 13. Keyword Cluster by Topic. Source: Own elaboration with Web of Science and Scopus
data (2019) processed with VOSviewer software, developed by the Centre for Science and Technology
Studies, Leiden University, The Netherlands.
This distribution in clusters be omes even more precise in three groups if we an lyze the words
used only in titles and abstracts of articles that deal with the relationship between green infrastructure
and the water cycle (Figure 14).On the one hand, in red, the concepts of ecosystem service, sustainability,
policy and challenges are highlighted, indicating that the sustainable management of ecosystem services
is a challenge to be met by the authorities; in blue, nature based solutions such as trees, for sts and
other types of vegetation are represented, and in green, aspects related to stormwater management
such as runoff or low impact development are found. Overall, the three fundamental pillars of the
abstracts and article titles that relate green infrastructure to the water cycle are ecosystem services,
nature based solutions and stormwater management.
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developed by the Centre for Science and Technology Studies, Leiden University, The Netherlands. 50 
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4. Conclusions
This work serves to confirm that, in the field of water study, the term GI is relatively new, since it
first appeared in the early 21st century. The use of this term grew exponentially from 2013, coinciding
with the increase in work and research related to the environmental services of ecosystems and the
possibilities that nature offers to tackle problems related to urban planning, the management and
purification of water, agri-food security, flood control or adaptation to climate change. In the case
of Europe, it coincides with the GI strategy of the European Commission to improve the economic
benefits of this tool and thus achieve its biodiversity objectives for 2020. This growth in the volume of
publications on GI is expected to continue in the future, not only because of the economic benefits that
GIs generate but also because of the ecological, social, and public health and welfare benefits.
On the other hand, it is worth mentioning that the most cited articles during the period studied, to
a large extent, deal with issues related to the conservation and management of IGs for the improvement
of the environmental quality of urban environments, which shows a growing involvement of urban
planning professionals in this field.
The non-existence of a universally accepted definition of GI calls for further efforts in this type
of literature that favor consistency and clarity in this field of research. Despite this, it appears from
this analysis that we are dealing with a field of research widely spread across all continents (with the
exception of Africa), with the United States, China, United Kingdom and Australia publishing the
greatest number of articles on GI and water. Likewise, its multidisciplinary character is reflected in
the diversity of areas of knowledge with which it interacts, including topics such as those related
to protection against natural disasters, the provision and regulation of water resources such as
groundwater and reservoirs, the planning and environmental improvement of urban spaces, health,
the ecology and conservation of biodiversity, and adaptation to the effects of climate change.
This research indicates that in the scientific literature related to GI and water management
the concept with greatest relevance is ecosystem services, a fact that values the capacity of these
infrastructures to facilitate multiple goods and services related to the water cycle, such as the potable
water supply, climatic regulation, flood control, water purification or disposition of spaces of recreation
for the population.
The scientific literature focusing on the importance of GI in water management has been dominated
by concepts such as ecosystem services, stormwater management, climate change and sustainability,
terms which are considered to be the most widely used in this field. In fact, the importance of the
concept of ecosystem services indicates that green infrastructure is an essential tool for improving
human well-being by NbS. Also, the latest keyword trends focus on aspects related to NbS such as
stormwater management, forests and green rooves, among others. Therefore, from this perspective,
the opportunity is opened for new lines of research based on the analysis of other elements related to
GI, such as groundwater.
On the other hand, GI offers the opportunity to lessen the adverse effects of climate change and,
thus, generate important benefits from the perspective of human health and well-being. In the current
context of the global health crisis, another recommendation for future research is to continue advancing
precisely the analysis of the role of GI from the perspective of public health. Consequently, it is also
necessary to improve the definition of GI and future work is needed to advance the search for new
methodologies that facilitate an assessment of the monetary and non-monetary benefits of GI.
Likewise, the current global crisis opens up lines of research in the field of green infrastructure as
an emerging sector in the process of economic reconstruction after the harmful consequences of the
Covid-19 pandemic.
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This work is not exempt from certain limitations as it has been limited to an analysis of the role
of GI in water management. It would be interesting to repeat this analysis process for other types of
infrastructure of a similar nature. Likewise, another proposal for a future line of research consists of
not limiting the analysis to water resources but rather extending it to other natural resources.
Author Contributions: Conceptualization, J.L.C.-M., J.M.-G., N.R.-L., and J.d.P.-V.; Methodology, J.L.C.-M.,
J.M.-G., N.R.-L., and J.d.P.-V.; Investigation, J.L.C.-M., J.M.-G., N.R.-L., and J.d.P.-V.; Writing—Review and Editing,
J.L.C.-M., J.M.-G., N.R.-L., and J.d.P.-V. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.
Funding: This research received no external funding.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.
References
1. MEA. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being (World Resources Institute,
Washington, DC, USA). 2005. Available online: https://www.millenniumassessment.org/documents/
document.356.aspx.pdf (accessed on 25 April 2020).
2. Carr, G.M.; Neary, J.P. Water Quality for Ecosystem and Human Health; UNEP/Earthprint: Stevenage, UK, 2008.
3. Keeler, B.; Polasky, S.; Brauman, K.; Johnson, K.; Finlay, J.; O’Neill, A.; Kovacs, K.; Dalzell, B. Linking water
quality and well-being for improved assessment and valuation of ecosystem services. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. USA 2012, 109, 18619–18624. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. UN. Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly on 30 July 2010; A/RES/64/293; UN: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
5. Delphin, S.; Escobedo, F.J.; Abd-Elrahman, A.; Cropper, W.P. Urbanization as a land use change driver of
forest ecosystem services. Land Use Policy 2016, 54, 188–199. [CrossRef]
6. Chunhui, L.; Cong, P.; Pen-Chi, C.; Yampeng, C.; Xuan, W.; Zhifeng, Y. Mechanisms and applications of green
infrastructure practices for stormwater control: A review. J. Hydrol. 2019, 568, 626–637.
7. IPCC. Special Report on Climate Change, Desertification, Land Degradation, Sustainable Land Management, Food
Security, and Greenhouse Gas Fluxes in Terrestrial Ecosystems; IPCC: Geneva, Switzerland, 2019.
8. Haddeland, I.; Heinke, J.; Biemans, H.; Eisner, S.; Flörke, M.; Hanasaki, N.; Konzmann, M.; Ludwig, F.;
Masaki, Y.; Schewe, J.; et al. Global water resources affected by human interventions and climate change.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2014, 111, 3251–3256. [CrossRef]
9. WWAP (UNESCO World Water Assessment Programme). The United Nations World Water Development Report
2019: Leaving NoOn e Behind; UNESCO: Paris, France, 2019.
10. Mekonnen, M.M.; Hoekstra, A.Y. Four billion people facing severe water scarcity. Sci. Adv. 2016, 2. [CrossRef]
11. WHO/UNICEF. Progress on Drinking Water, Sanitation and Hygiene: 2017 Update and SDG Baselines;
WHO: Geneva, Switzerland, 2017.
12. WWAP (United Nations World Water Assessment Programme). The United Nations World Water Development
Report 2015: Water for a Sustainable World; UNESCO: Paris, France, 2015.
13. Hegerl, G.C.; Black, E.; Allan, R.P.; Ingram, W.J.; Polson, D.; Trenberth, K.E.; Zhang, X. Challenges in
quantifying changes in the global water cycle. Bull. Am. Meteorol. Soc. 2015, 96, 1097–1115. [CrossRef]
14. OECD. Environmental Outlook to 2050: The Consequences of Inaction; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2012.
[CrossRef]
15. Kubiszewski, I.; Costanza, R.; Anderson, S.; Sutton, P. The future value of ecosystem services: Global
scenarios and national implications. Ecosyst. Serv. 2017, 26, 289–301. [CrossRef]
16. IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature). Resolución 69 sobre la Definición de Soluciones
basadas en la Naturaleza (WCC-2016-Res-069). Resoluciones, Recomendaciones y otras decisiones de
la UICN. 6-10 de septiembre de 2016. Congreso Mundial de la Naturaleza, Honolulu, HI, USA. 2016.
Available online: https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecfiles/WCC_2016_RES_069_ES.pdf
(accessed on 25 April 2020).
17. De Caro, M.; Crosta, G.; Frattini, P.; Castellanza, R.; Tradigo, F.; Mussi, A.; Cresci, P. Blue-green
infrastructures and groundwater flow for future development of Milano (Italy). In Proceedings of the XVII
European Conference on Soil Mechanics and Geotechnical Engineering (ECSMGE), Reykjavik, Iceland,
1–6 September 2019.
Water 2020, 12, 1760 22 of 25
18. Badiu, D.; Nita, A.; Ioja, C.; Nita, M. Disentangling the connections: A network analysis of approaches to
urban green infrastructure. Urban For. Urban Green. 2019, 41, 211–220. [CrossRef]
19. Chatzimentor, A.; Apostolopoulou, E.; Mazaris, A. A review of green infrastructure research in Europe:
Challenges and opportunities. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2020, 198. [CrossRef]
20. Jones, S.; Somper, C. The role of green infrastructure in climate change adaptation in London. Geogr. J. 2014,
180, 191–196. [CrossRef]
21. Magdaleno, F.; Cortés, F.M.; Molina, B. Infraestructuras verdes y azules: Estrategias de adaptación y
mitigación ante el cambio climático. Rev. Ing. Civil 2018, 191, 105–112.
22. US-EPA. What is Green Infrastructure? United States Environmental Protection Agency. 2017. Available online:
https://www.epa.gov/green-infrastructure/what-green-infrastructure (accessed on 10 February 2020).
23. Davies, C.; Lafortezza, R.; Hansen, R.; Rall, E.; Pauleit, S. Urban green infrastructure in Europe: Is greenspace
planning and policy compliant? Land Use Policy 2017, 69, 93–101. [CrossRef]
24. European Commission. Green Infrastructure (GI)—Enhancing Europe’s Natural Capital. Communication from
the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2013; p. 11.
25. Naumann, S.; Davis, M.; Kaphengst, T.; Pieterse, M.; Rayment, M. Design, Implementation and Cost Elements
of Green Infrastructure Projects; Final Report to the European Commission, DG Environment, Contract no.
070307/2010/577182/ETU/F.1; Ecologic Institute: Berlin, Germany; GHK Consulting: Brussels, Belgium, 2011.
26. US-EPA. Managing Wet Weather with Green Infrastructure. Action Strategy; United States Environmental
Protection Agency: Washington, DC, USA, 2008.
27. Tzoulas, K.; Korpela, K.; Venn, S.; Yli-Pelkonen, V.; Kazmierczak, A.; Niemela, J.; James, P. Promoting
ecosystem and human health in urban areas using Green Infrastructure: A literature review. Landsc.
Urban Plan. 2007, 81, 167–178. [CrossRef]
28. Ahern, J. Green infrastructure for cities: The spatial dimension. In Cities of the Future Towards Integrated
Sustainable Water and Landscape Management; Novotny, V., Brown, P., Eds.; IWA Publishing: London, UK,
2007; pp. 267–283.
29. Benedict, M.A.; McMahon, E.T. Green Infrastructure. Linking Landscapes and Communities; Island Press:
Washington, DC, USA, 2006.
30. Countryside Agency. Countryside in and around Towns: The Green Infrastructure of Yorkshire and the Humber;
Countryside Agency: Leeds, UK, 2006.
31. Weber, T.; Sloan, A.; Wolf, J. Maryland’s Green Infrastructure assessment: Development of a comprehensive
approach to land conservation. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2006, 77, 94–110. [CrossRef]
32. Williamson, K.S. Growing with Green Infrastructure; Heritage Conservancy: Doylestown, PA, USA, 2003.
33. Benedict, M.A.; McMahon, E.T. Green Infrastructure: Smart Conservation for the 21st century. Renew. Res. J.
2002, 20, 12–17.
34. Valladares, F.; Gil, P.; Forner, A. Bases Científico-Técnicas para la Estrategia Estatal de Infraestructura Verde y de la
Conectividad y Restauración Ecológicas; Ministerio de Agricultura y Pesca, Alimentación y Medio Ambiente:
Madrid, Spain, 2017; p. 357.
35. European Commission. Building a Green Infrastructure for Europe. 2014. Available online: https://ec.europa.
eu/environment/nature/ecosystems/docs/GI-Brochure-210x210-ES-web.pdf (accessed on 25 April 2020).
36. European Commission. The Economic Benefits of the Natura 2000 Network. 2014. Available online:
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/financing/docs/ENV-12-018_LR_Final1.pdf (accessed
on 10 February 2020).
37. UNEP. Green Infraestructure Guide for Water Management: Ecosystem-Based Management Approaches for
Water-Related Infrastructure Projects. 2014. Available online: https://www.idaea.csic.es/medspring/article/
green-infrastructure-guide-water-management-ecosystem-based-management-approaches-water (accessed
on 25 April 2020).
38. Palmer, M.; Liu, J.; Matthews, J.; Mumba, M.; D’Odorico, P. Water security: Gray or green? Science 2015.
[CrossRef]
39. Hansen, R.; Pauleit, S. From multifunctionality to multiple ecosystem services? A conceptual framework for
multifunctionality in green infrastructure planning for urban areas. Ambio 2014, 43, 516–529. [CrossRef]
Water 2020, 12, 1760 23 of 25
40. Hossu, C.A.; Iojă, I.C.;On ose, D.A.; Nit,ă, M.R.; Popa, A.M.; Talabă, O.; Inostroza, L. Ecosystem services
appreciation of urban lakes in Romania. Synergies and trade-offs between multiple users. Ecosyst. Serv. 2019,
37, 100937. [CrossRef]
41. Pauleit, S.; Hansen, R.; Lorance, E.; Zölch, T.; Andersson, E.; Catarina, A.; Szaraz, L.; Tosics, I.; Vierikko, K.
Urban Landscapes and Green Infraestructure. Oxf. Res. Encycl. Environ. Sci. 2017. [CrossRef]
42. Pauleit, S.; Andersson, E.; Anton, B.; Buijs, A.; Haase, D.; Hansen, R.; Kowarik, I.; Stahl-Olafsson, A.;
Van der Jagt, S. Urban green infrastructure–connecting people and nature for sustainable cities. Urban For.
Urban Green. 2019, 40, 1–3. [CrossRef]
43. Andersson, E.; Barthel, S.; Borgström, S.; Colding, J.; Elmqvist, T.; Folke, C.; Gren, Å. Reconnecting cities to
the biosphere: Stewardship of green infrastructure and urban ecosystem services. Ambio 2014, 43, 445–453.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
44. Gómez-Baggethun, E.; Gren, Å; Barton, D.N.; Langemeyer, J.; McPhearson, T.; O’Farrell, P.; Andersson, E.;
Hamstead, Z.; Kremer, P. Urban ecosystem services. In Urbanization, Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services:
Challenges and Opportunities; Springer: Dordrecht, Germany, 2013; pp. 175–251.
45. Takano, T.; Nakamura, K.; Watanabe, M. Urban residential environments and senior citizens’ longevity in
mega-city areas: The importance of walk-able green space. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2002, 56, 913–916.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
46. Tanaka, A.; Takano, T.; Nakamura, K.; Takeuchi, S. Health levels influenced by urban residential conditions
in a megacity–Tokyo. Urban Stud. 1996, 33, 879–894. [CrossRef]
47. Endreny, T.; Santagata, R.; Perna, A.; De Stefano, C.; Rallo, R.F.; Ulgiati, S. Implementing and managing
urban forests: A much needed conservation strategy to increase ecosystem services and urban wellbeing.
Ecol. Model. 2017, 360, 328–335. [CrossRef]
48. Liu, L.; Jensen, M. Green infrastructure for sustainable urban water management: Practices of five forerunner
cities. Cities 2018, 74, 126–133. [CrossRef]
49. European Commission. Green Infrastructure and the Water Sector. 2014. Available online: https://ec.europa.
eu/environment/nature/ecosystems/pdf/Green%20Infrastructure/GI_water.pdf (accessed on 25 April 2020).
50. Aznar-Sánchez, J.A.; Velasco-Muñoz, J.F.; Belmonte-Ureña, L.J.; Manzano-Agugliaro, F. The worldwide
research trends on water ecosystem services. Ecol. Indic. 2019, 99, 310–323. [CrossRef]
51. Shoukai, S.; Yuantong, J.; Shuanning, Z. Research on Ecological Infrastructure from 1990 to 2018:
A Bibliometric Analysis. Sustainability 2020, 12, 2304. [CrossRef]
52. Bouyssou, D.; Marchant, T. Ranking scientists and departments in a consistent manner. J. Am. Soc. Inf.
Sci. Technol. 2011, 62, 1761–1769. [CrossRef]
53. Parker, J.; Zingoni de Baro, M.E. Green Infrastructure in the Urban Environment: A Systematic Quantitative
Review. Sustainability 2019, 11, 3182. [CrossRef]
54. Horte, O.S.; Eisenman, T.S. Urban Greenways: A Systematic Review and Typology. Land 2020, 9, 40.
[CrossRef]
55. Filazzola, A.; Shrestha, N.; MacIvor, J.S. The contribution of constructed green infrastructure to urban
biodiversity: A synthesis and meta-analysis. J. Appl. Ecol. 2019, 56, 2131–2143. [CrossRef]
56. Topp, S.N.; Pavelsky, T.M.; Jensen, D.; Simard, M.; Ross, M.R. Research Trends in the Use of Remote Sensing
for Inland Water Quality Science: Moving Towards Multidisciplinary Applications. Water 2020, 12, 169.
[CrossRef]
57. Li, W.; Chen, X.; Xie, L.; Liu, Z.; Xiong, X. Bioelectrochemical Systems for Groundwater Remediation: The
Development Trend and Research Front Revealed by Bibliometric Analysis. Water 2019, 11, 1532. [CrossRef]
58. Wang, Y.; Liu, W.; Li, G.; Yan, W.; Gao, G. A bibliometric analysis of soil and water conservation in the Loess
tableland-gully region of China. Water 2019, 11, 20. [CrossRef]
59. López-Vicente, M.; Wu, G.-L. Soil and Water Conservation in Agricultural and Forestry Systems. Water 2019,
11, 1937. [CrossRef]
60. Velasco-Muñoz, J.F.; Aznar-Sánchez, J.A.; Batlles-de la Fuente, A.; Fidelibus, M.D. Sustainable Irrigation in
Agriculture: An Analysis of Global Research. Water 2019, 11, 1758. [CrossRef]
61. Osareh, F. Bibliometrics, citation analysis and co-citation analysis: A review of literature I. Libri 1996, 46,
149–158. [CrossRef]
62. Pritchard, A. Statistical bibliography or bibliometrics. J. Doc. 1969, 25, 348–349.
Water 2020, 12, 1760 24 of 25
63. Reuters, T. A Guide to Evaluating Research Performance with Citation Data. 2019. Available online:
http://ip-science.thomsonreuters.com/m/pdfs/325133_thomson (accessed on 25 April 2020).
64. OECD. The Measurement of Scientific and Technological Activities Frascati Manual 2002: Proposed Standard Practice
for Surveys on Research and Experimental Development; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2002.
65. Hirsch, J.E. An index to quantify an individual’s scientific research output. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2005,
102, 16569–16572. [CrossRef]
66. Orduña-Malea, E.; Ayllón, J.M.; Martín-Martín, A.; López-Cózar, E.D. Methods for estimating the size of
Google Scholar. Scientometrics 2015, 104, 931–949. [CrossRef]
67. Marsalek, J.; Chocat, B. International report: Stormwater management. Water Sci. Technol. 2002, 46, 1–17.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
68. Scholl, J.; Schwartz, A. Making your resources count. Planning 2005, 71, 38–65.
69. Gómez-Baggethun, E.; Barton, D.N. Classifying and valuing ecosystem services for urban planning. Ecol. Econ.
2013, 86, 235–245. [CrossRef]
70. Pataki, D.E.; Carreiro, M.M.; Cherrier, J.; Grulke, N.E.; Jennings, V.; Pincetl, S.; Pouyat, R.V.; Whitlow, T.H.;
Zipperer, W.C. Coupling biogeochemical cycles in urban environments: Ecosystem services, green solutions,
and misconceptions. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2011, 9, 27–36. [CrossRef]
71. Barthel, S.; Isendahl, C. Urban gardens, agriculture, and water management: Sources of resilience for
long-term food security in cities. Ecol. Econ. 2013, 86, 224–234. [CrossRef]
72. Coutts, A.M.; Tapper, N.J.; Beringer, J.; Loughnan, M.; Demuzere, M. Watering our cities: The capacity
for Water Sensitive Urban Design to support urban cooling and improve human thermal comfort in the
Australian context. Prog. Phys. Geogr. 2013, 37, 2–28. [CrossRef]
73. Lee, J.G.; Selvakumar, A.; Alvi, K.; Riverson, J.; Zhen, J.X.; Shoemaker, L.; Lai, F.H. A watershed-scale design
optimization model for stormwater best management practices. Environ. Model. Softw. 2012, 37, 6–18.
[CrossRef]
74. Gill, S.E.; Handley, J.F.; Ennos, A.R.; Pauleit, S.; Theuray, N.; Lindley, S.J. Characterising the urban environment
of UK cities and towns: A template for landscape planning. Lands. Urban Plan. 2008, 87, 210–222. [CrossRef]
75. Basinger, M.; Montalto, F.; Lall, U. A rainwater harvesting system reliability model based on nonparametric
stochastic rainfall generator. J. Hydrol. 2010, 392, 105–118. [CrossRef]
76. Gunawardena, K.R.; Wells, M.J.; Kershaw, T. Utilising green and bluespace to mitigate urban heat island
intensity. Sci. Total Environ. 2017, 584, 1040–1055. [CrossRef]
77. Sansalone, J.; Kuang, X.; Ranieri, V. Permeable pavement as a hydraulic and filtration interface for urban
drainage. J. Irrig. Drain. Eng. 2008, 134, 666–674. [CrossRef]
78. Spatari, S.; Yu, Z.; Montalto, F.A. Life cycle implications of urban green infrastructure. Environ. Pollut. 2011,
159, 2174–2179. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
79. Berland, A.; Shiflett, S.A.; Shuster, W.D.; Garmestani, A.S.; Goddard, H.C.; Herrmann, D.L.; Hopton, M.E.
The role of trees in urban stormwater management. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2017, 162, 167–177. [CrossRef]
80. Garg, A.; Li, J.; Hou, J.; Berretta, C.; Garg, A. A new computational approach for estimation of wilting point
for green infrastructure. Measurement 2017, 111, 351–358. [CrossRef]
81. Brown, R.A.; Borst, M. Evaluation of surface infiltration testing procedures in permeable pavement systems.
J. Environ. Eng. 2014, 140. [CrossRef]
82. Wuni, I.Y.; Shen, G.Q.; Osei-Kyei, R. Scientometric review of global research trends on green buildings in
construction journals from 1992 to 2018. Energy Build. 2019, 69–85. [CrossRef]
83. Daily, G.C. Nature’s Services; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1997.
84. La Rosa, D.; Privitera, R. Characterization of non-urbanized areas for land-use planning of agricultural and
green infrastructure in urban contexts. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2013, 109, 94–106. [CrossRef]
85. Voskamp, I.M.; Van de Ven, F.H. Planning support system for climate adaptation: Composing effective sets
of blue-green measures to reduce urban vulnerability to extreme weather events. Build. Environ. 2015, 83,
159–167. [CrossRef]
Water 2020, 12, 1760 25 of 25
86. Keeley, M.; Koburger, A.; Dolowitz, D.P.; Medearis, D.; Nickel, D.; Shuster, W. Perspectives on the use of
green infrastructure for stormwater management in Cleveland and Milwaukee. Environ. Manag. 2013, 51,
1093–1108. [CrossRef]
87. Eckart, K.; McPhee, Z.; Bolisetti, T. Performance and implementation of low impact development–A review.
Sci. Total Environ. 2017, 607, 413–432. [CrossRef]
© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
